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in the district court an information against the Chapin & Adams Co.,, a
corporation, trading at Boston, Mass., alleging shipment by said company in
violation of the Food and Drugs Act, on or about March 1, 1934, from the
State of Massachusetts into the State of Connecticut, of a quantity of a
product invoiced as “ butter ”, which was adulterated and misbranded. The
article was labeled in part: ¢ Country Roll Creamery Butter.”

The article was alleged to be adulterated in that oleomargarine had been
substituted for butter, which the article purported to be.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statement ¢ Creamery
Butter ¥, borne on the label, was false and misleading, and in that it was
so labeled as to deceive and mislead the purchaser, since it was not butter,
but was oleomargarine. Misbranding was alleged for the further reason
that the article was an imitation of another article, and was offered for sale
under the distinctive name of said other article, namely, butter.

On October 15, 1934, a plea of nolo contendere was entered on behalf of
the defendant company and the court imposed a fine of $100.

M. L. WILSoN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

23354. Adulteration of evaporated apples. U. 8. v. Loma F¥Fruit Co. Inec.
Plea of guilty. Fine, $25. (F. & D. no. 33794. Sample no. 69064—A.)

This case was based on an interstate shipment of evaporated apples,
samples of which were found to be infested. moldy, decayed, and dirty.

On October 10, 1934, the United States attorney for the Northern District of
California, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
distriet court an information against the Loma Fruit Co., Inc.,, Watsonville,
Calif., alleging shipment by said company in violation of the Food and Drugs
Act, on or about December 17, 1933, from the State of California into the
State of Oklahoma, of a quantity of evaporated apples which were adulterated.
The article was labeled in part: * Clipper Brand Evaporated Apples Packed
by Loma Fruit Company, Watsonville, California.”

The article was alleged to be adulterated in that it consisted in part of a
filthy and decomposed vegetable substance.

On Qctober 19, 1934, a plea of guilty was entered on behalf of the defendant
company, and the court imposed a fine of $25.

M. L. WILsoN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

23355. Adulteration of cauliiower. U. 8. v. § Crates of Caulilower,
fault decree of condemnation and destructlon (F. & D. no. 34094

_ Sample no. 17926-B.)

An examination of the caulifiower involved in this case showed the presence
of sllrsenic and lead in an amount that might have rendered it injurious to
health.

On October 6, 1934, the United States attorney for the Rastern District
of Pennsylvania, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed
in the district court a libel praying seizure and condemnation of five crates
of caulifiower at Philadelphia, Pa., alleging that the article had been
shipped in interstate commerce on or about October 5, 1934, by Alex Slivonik,
from Hamilton Square, N. J., and charging adulteration in violation of the
Food and Drugs Act.

The article was alleged to be adulterated in that it contained added
poisonous or deleterious ingredients, arsenic and lead, which might have
rendered it harmful to health. ,

On November 5, 1984, no claimant having appeared, judgment of condem-
nation was entered, and it was ordered that the product be destroyed.

M. L. WriLsoN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

23356. Adulteration of canned peaches. U. 8. v. 621 Cases of Ca.nned
Peaches. Default decree of condemnation and destruction (F.
D. nos. 34100, 34101, 34102, Sample no. 4046-B.)

Examination of the canned peaches involved in this case showed the pres-
ence of wormy, worm-eaten, and rotten pieces.

On October 16, 1934, the United States attorney for the Eastern District of
Louisiana, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
district court a libel praying seizure and condemnation of 621 cases of canned
peaches at Baton Rouge, La., alleging that the article had been shipped in
interstate commerce, on or about July 12, 1934, by Roberts Bros., Inc., from
Baltimore, Md., and charging adulteration in violation of the ¥ood and Drugs
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